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argues, " are, separately, such as to leave the mind in a state of
equipoise as respects the event whose probability is sought,
united they will but produce the same effect." If, that is to say,
a/ftx-J and a/A2 = J, he concludes that a/hjit**^. The plausi-
bility of this is superficial. Consider, for example, the following
instance : ^=A is black and B is black or white, /ia = B is black
and A is black or white, a=both A and B are black. Boole also
concluded without valid reason that a/hjfi^ increases, the greater
the d priori improbability of the combination h-Ji^

16. The theory of " Testimony " itself, the theory, that is to
say, of the combination of the evidence of witnesses, has occupied
so considerable a space in the traditional treatment of Probability
that it will be worth while to examine it briefly. It may, however,
be safely said that the principal conclusions on the subject set
out by Condorcet, Laplace, Poisson, Couruot, and Boole, are
demonstrably false. The interest of the discussion is chiefly due
to the memory of these distinguished failures.

It seems to have been generally believed by these and other
logicians and mathematicians1 that the probability of two
witnesses speaking the truth, who are independent in the sense
that there is no collusion between them, is always the product
of the probabilities that each of them separately will speak the
truth.2 On this basis conclusions such as the following, for
example, are arrived at:

X and Y are independent witnesses (i.e. there is no collusion
between them). The probability that X will speak the truth is
#, that Y will speak the truth is y. X and Y agree in a particular
statement. The chance that this statement is true is

xy

For the chance that they both speak the truth is xy, and the
chance that they both speak falsely is (1 -sc)(l -y).   As, in this
1  Perhaps M. Bertrand should be registered as an honourable exception.
At least he points out a precisely analogous fallacy in an example where two
meteorologists prophesy the weather, Cakul des Probability, p. 31.
2  E.g., Boole, Laws of Thougtri, p. 279.
De Morgan, Formal Logic, p. 195.
Condorcet, Esso,i, p. 4.
Lacroix, Tra&t> p. 24=8,
Cournot, Exposition, p. 354,
Poisson, Recherches, p. 323.
This list could be greatly extended.